have assessed the state of planning education, characterizing developments, eras, and critiques and even projecting future directions. Indeed, conferences and symposium publications appear with some regularity, reflecting the level of introspective reflection given to planning education. 3 The history of planning education provides the framework for asking the research questions identified above, with some reference to less familiar threads, but with particular attention to the connections between theory, practice, and education, and to the people and institutions that weave them.
᭤ Attaching the Warp
Krueckeberg identifies three origins of planning in the late nineteenth and early twentieth century-scientific efficiency, civic beauty, and social equity (1983, 3) . Friedmann provides extensive detail regarding European intellectual traditions upon which planning is based (1987) . However, planning education in the United States has not drawn evenly from these origins throughout the twentieth century.
Comprehensive civic design dominated the first halfcentury of formal planning education. The new field of landscape architecture offered the initial planning courses. As these courses matured into full degree programs, some remained closely connected with landscape architecture. With the adoption of the standard planning-and zoning-enabling legislation in 1929, land use planning and regulation became a parallel theme, extending to this day throughout state and local land use planning, growth management, and development regulation. Civic design became less central after the 1950s, with vestiges in urban renewal and urban design programs. Then this tradition received a new boost in the 1990s through interest in the "new urbanism" and sustainable development.
During the first third of the century, engineering schools introduced planning courses from time to time. More recently, planning programs have incorporated a number of engineering themes, particularly through transportation planning and computer applications.
Social science research and rational decision making assumed the center of the planning education fabric with the establishment of the Chicago School in 1947. Some precursors occurred during the 1930s, with MIT's inclusion of social science courses and Howard W. Odum's introduction of planning in the social sciences at the University of North Carolina. The influence of the social science research approach to planning education continues to this day, particularly through specializations, research centers, and Ph.D. programs.
Regional planning, regional science, and administrative science were linked to the emergence of the social science research model-influenced by New Deal federal programs and Tugwell's role in the Chicago School. Recently, regional planning has assumed a more strongly environmental character, and administrative science has moved into public policy schools. The development of quantitative methods for planning, ranging from large-scale modeling to computer applications, including Geographic Information Systems (GIS), has been another corollary of the social science approach.
In contrast to the earlier threads, social equity and reform appear only intermittently (particularly through housing courses in the 1930s) until the 1960s (Davidoff 1965) . Emerging as an important theme concurrently with social critique (Jacobs 1961) , this strand represents a postmodern influence on planning education, including support for greater diversity and multiculturalism among students and faculty and in the curriculum and profession.
More recent strands include environmental planningstemming from the first Earth Day in 1970 and the passage of national and state environmental quality legislation. Even more recently, economic development and fiscal planning have emerged as themes and indeed areas of specialization in planning education.
In sum, planning education has added strands to the warp over the past century, particularly in response to societal needs, such as federal programs and social, environmental, and fiscal issues. At the same time, earlier threads have continued, although they have sometimes been transformed to apply to emerging opportunities or concepts. The only area in which planning education appeared to have tied off a thread was with public policy areas, for example when the Harvard program moved to the Kennedy School. However, with the reemergence of policy schools at the University of California, Los Angeles; the University of Southern California; and Rutgers University in the 1990s, this strand has been reattached. dominant strand in planning education as well as important alternative threads.
Early Weavers-Socialization in Civic Design
The twentieth century opened with landscape architect Frederick Law Olmsted and partners weaving civic design strands in the Boston area, passing the shuttle to aspiring proteges. Shortly, Henry Hubbard joined the group as a student in the new bachelor of science in landscape architecture program at Harvard. In 1911, Theodora Kimball established the first library collection for city planning and landscape architecture at Harvard (García 1993) .
Hubbard joined other early educators at a Columbia conference in 1928 and became founding director of the first master of city planning program in the United States. Harvard's program, as well as other early graduate programs at MIT, Illinois, and Columbia drew heavily from the practice community for lecturers. The curriculum involved lectures on principles, techniques, and special topics but emphasized the studio. Indeed, this approach followed the design tradition in education and simulated the apprenticeship approach that predated formal education in the field. However, it differed in that students were assigned hypothetical design problems rather than working on a professional project of their teacher's. Alonso characterizes this pedagogy as a form of professional socialization rather than instruction (1986, 61) .
Thus, the pedagogy for the comprehensive civic design tradition was defined by the design tradition originating in landscape architecture programs where most early courses and degrees were offered (Guttenberg and Wetmore 1987) . Students who became practitioners and teachers themselves carried this approach with them, moving out from Boston to share their background and experience at other institutions. These teachers and students were predominantly white, male, and from undergraduate backgrounds in architecture, landscape architecture, and engineering.
Nevertheless, the woof of planning education was not homogeneous, even during the early years. For example, although some Harvard and MIT students moved to Illinois as Further from the mainstream, Eliel Saarinen established a practice-oriented "post-graduate" program at Cranbrook Academy of Art that promoted a comprehensive approach integrating design, architecture, and planning. This program was significant in that Saarinen exerted a major influence on a number of individuals who later went on to become important planning educators and practitioners (García 1993, 128) . Pursuing another theme, John Gaus proposed a university-wide approach to planning as a form of public service, but it went unfulfilled at Harvard (1943) .
Furthermore, although professional education focused on people with design and engineering backgrounds, the early weavers acknowledged the importance of broader exposure to the field of planning as part of general undergraduate education and for the general public (in keeping with the Wacker tradition in Chicago) (Menhinick 1945, 1) .
Searching for Planning Knowledge from the Social Sciences
In a critique of planning drawn from his administrative experience during the New Deal and as governor of Puerto Rico, Tugwell argued for the need to study urban problems and how planning works: "Planning, then, is not a science . . . . But the study of planning may be scientific, whether for the purpose merely of establishing descriptive norms or for improving the consciousness possessed by the whole" ([1948] 1974, 226) . This argument captures the logic underlying the social science approach to planning education that emerged in Chicago in 1947 and shaped planning education for the remainder of the century (Sarbib 1983) . Planning educators emphasized creating a knowledge base for the field and then using that information in planning education. This accompanied a rational approach to public decision making because planners as policy analysts would have the data upon which to base solid professional recommendations (Hemmens 1988) .
Perloff advocated that planners should be generalists with a specialty (1957)-based on a curriculum with a common core and advanced work in specialized areas. Skill in quantitative methods supported knowledge development (and the social sciences generally expanded use of quantitative techniques during this period, particularly applying statistical analysis to social problems).
The number of planning programs burgeoned, with an enrollment peak in 1975 (Krueckeberg 1984 (Krueckeberg , 1985 . During this period, not only did educators in many programs express disdain for design, but also interest in practice became peripheral and the studio vestigial (Alonso 1986 ). In contrast, programs emphasized scholarship, and a number of Ph.D. programs in planning were started. Furthermore, new programs were started under administrative structures other than colleges of architecture (Krueckeberg 1985) . Students came from diverse backgrounds in the social sciences, although most were still middle-class, white males (Nutt and Susskind 1970, 230) .
Although the Chicago School closed in 1956, Perloff continued to shape planning education, particularly as dean of the School of Architecture and Planning at the University of California, Los Angeles, from 1968 to 1983. Furthermore, the influence of the Chicago School spread when other members of the faculty as well as its best doctoral students dispersed to other planning programs in the United States (García 1993, 195-96) . Nevertheless, as enrollment declined after 1975, both educators and practitioners began to question this model of planning education that was so closely tied to the social sciences (Krueckeberg 1984 (Krueckeberg , 1985 Hemmens 1988) .
Interesting subthemes during this period included planning education at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, which was conceived as a social science and regional studies program. However, under the leadership of Jack Parker (recruited from MIT), it became a physical land use planning program without affiliation with a design school. Both Chapel Hill and the program at the University of California, Berkeley, identified strongly with issues in the local areas, applying research to address physical problems. During the same period, under the leadership of Holmes Perkins, the University of Pennsylvania planning program attempted a "grand synthesis" incorporating a studio supported by theory and research. Penn drew former faculty and students from Chicago and attracted other luminaries to become an intellectual center of planning education (García 1993, 200-201) .
Social Awareness-Weaving Multiple Threads
Since the late 1960s, turbulence and transition in the field have challenged planning educators. Well before Krueckeberg (1984 Krueckeberg ( , 1985 and Hemmens (1988) articulated strategic difficulties with the social research approach to planning education, social activists such as Chester Hartman (1970) , Donald Schön (1970 ), Herbert Gans (1970 , and Frances Fox Piven
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Dalton (1970) raised questions about its relevance. Furthermore, students like Thomas Nutt demanded more involvement in their education and efforts to recruit a more diverse student population (Nutt and Susskind 1970) .
In their contribution to a University of North Carolina conference in 1974, Schön and Nutt contended that planning cannot expect to reach a consensual theory or form of practice when the larger society is unstable. Thus, they argued for a learning approach to practice, which has major implications for planning education. And, indeed, during the next two decades studies of practice emerged as an important theme in planning research and education (Dalton 1989; Forester 1993 Forester , 1999 Hoch 1994) . Furthermore, the studio reemerged as a collaborative problem-solving workshop, often with a real community as its client (Wetmore and Heumann 1988) . Planning programs have also experimented with other approaches to experiential and problem-based learning (Tyson and Low 1987; Shepherd and Cosgriff 1998) .
At the same time, the range of planning education and practice clearly increased. Glasmeier and Kahn (1989) found that more than one-third of graduates from planning programs were taking jobs in nontraditional planning fields, suggesting that planning education must offer the breadth to meet the needs of professionals entering a variety of organizational settings.
Krueckeberg called for more attention to undergraduate education (1985) and appointed a commission during his Association of Collegiate Schools of Planning (ACSP) presidency that responded by suggesting a wide range of approaches to undergraduate education in planning (ACSP 1990a; Dalton and Hankins 1993) . Similar efforts by other ACSP commissions and symposia addressed faculty diversity (ACSP 1990b), doctoral programs (Innes 1993), globalization (Sanyal 1989) , and part-time students (Perle 1988 )-all recognizing that a more diverse student population calls for a range of educational approaches.
Intellectually, a multiplicity of approaches and divergent ideologies has characterized the period from the mid-1960s to the present (Niebanck 1988a; Fainstein and Fainstein 1996) . The collapse of the Soviet Union and Eastern European communism has made earlier neo-Marxist critique an anachronism, yet the more dominant market economy is not without its critics. Furthermore, critical theory and postmodern deconstruction continue to challenge institutional practices. While Innes (1995) argued that communicative action is assuming the level of a new paradigm for planning, participants in a conference on planning theory in 1998 challenged its rising supremacy (Yiftachel 1999; Throgmorton 1999; Fainstein 2000) .
᭤ Sizing the WebInstitutional Forces 4
Journal publications, national conferences, organizational commissions, recognition standards, and accreditation procedures and criteria serve to stabilize planning education.
5
Four aspects of institutionalization merit attention: the development of official definitions of planning, autonomy of planning schools, the identification of appropriate educators, and the democratization of the planning education community.
Identity
Perhaps by nature as well as by charge, committees and commissions seek consensus, thus establishing statements of convergence if not official positions on issues. Furthermore, to the extent they are composed of established leaders in the field, they tend to reinforce past practice rather than initiate new approaches.
Thus, García describes the MIT planning education conference in 1936:
The notions of planning emphasizing relatively narrowlyconceived physical design continued to be officially espoused by practitioners and educators formed during the earlier era and who remained influential figures until their gradual replacement by a new generation whose thinking was framed by the particular mind-set of the New Deal and the War Effort. (1993, 130) The 1950 "Recommendations for an AIP Accrediting System" recognized that planning schools might offer different emphases. Nevertheless, the committee listed land use and population distribution as primary elements for the curriculum, with housing, transportation, utilities, and others as secondary (American Institute of Planners [AIP] 1950, 98) . In 1968, the criteria simply called for "a core group of courses concerned with the substantive aspects of urbanism and area development and with the theory and technique of city, urban, and regional planning" (AIP 1968, 2) .
By 1973, the influence of the social science approach as well some of the emerging theories of the 1960s had clearly made their way into the culture of recognition. Although AIP managed recognition, other organizations were represented on the National Education Development Committee (NEDC), including the Student Planning Network, the American Society of Planning Officials (ASPO), and ACSP-thus broadening its perspective.
Once planning education became formally accredited through the Planning Accreditation Board (PAB) (jointly
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sponsored by ACSP, the American Institute of Certified Planners [AICP] , and the American Planning Association [APA]), the substance of the field became effectively defined through the curriculum criteria. As refined over the past two decades, they reflect a definition of the field consistent with earlier statements:
Planning is future-oriented and comprehensive. It seeks to link knowledge and action in ways which improve the quality of public and private development decisions affecting people and places. Because of its future orientation, planning embraces visionary and utopian thinking, yet also recognizes that the implementation of plans requires the reconciliation of present realities to future states. To become effective and ethical practitioners, students must develop a comprehensive understanding of cities and regions, and of the theory and practice of planning. They must also be able to use a variety of important methods in their practice. They must become sensitive to the ways in which planning affects individual and community values, and must be aware of their own roles in this process. (PAB 1999, 20) Most recently, ACSP commissioned a committee to help market the field, particularly within higher education. The committee noted that "planning is distinguished by its great breadth and diversity," then went on to articulate six "crosscutting generic themes" as "anchor points":
1. Improvement of human settlements 2. Interconnections among distinct community facets 3. The future and pathways of change over time 4. Identification of the diversity of needs and distributional consequences in human settlements 5. Open participation in decision making 6. Linking knowledge and collective action (Myers 1997, 223-24) A debate over the role of specialization is the only deviation from the striking consistency in these statements about planning. This debate also reveals the elusive centrality of spatial analysis and land use to planning and planning education. In the AIP statements of 1947 and 1950, land use was central, with housing, transportation, utilities, and other physical planning elements considered secondary (Howard 1948; AIP 1950) . By 1973, the AIP recognition standards stated that "programs at the graduate level should consider developing specialties" and listed five "potential concentrations": physical planning, social planning, economic/fiscal planning, governmental/administrative planning, and jurisdictional planning (NEDC 1976, II-4) .
In 1989, PAB refined and strengthened the accreditation criteria, requiring "familiarity with at least one area of specialized knowledge" and listing three examples: housing, land use, and transportation (1989, 16) . Revisions in 1992 added to the list of examples: "housing, land use, economic development, urban design, the environment, and transportation," and called for specializations to "include consideration of racial, ethnic, income, and gender-related issues" (1992, 20) .
In reviewing trends during the 1980s, Patton found that the typical graduate program offered six areas of specialization, with only 7.8 full-time-equivalent faculty. Patton noted that housing and community development and environmental planning were most commonly offered but that "land use and comprehensive planning may actually be undercounted since many schools . . . see them as the core of their programs" (1989, 220) . Drawing on this analysis and its own assessment of the real role and quality of areas of concentration in programs under review, PAB made specialization permissive rather than a requirement (1995, 20) .
In sum, then, over the past fifty years the official statements about planning education have embodied the succession of central threads in planning education-but with a time lag of about a generation! Whereas the Chicago School introduced the notion of specialization in the 1940s and 1950s, it became an accreditation requirement only from 1989 to 1995.
Autonomy and Institutional Relationships
Planning professionals' and educators' concern with identity assumed another institutional dimension in the form of a virtual obsession with autonomy for planning schools. In 1928, the Columbia conference report stated clearly that "city planning is not merely a special field for the application of the skill on any single profession: e.g., architecture, landscape architecture, engineering" (1928 ( reprinted in Gaus 1943 . The conferees challenged planning programs to develop an identity for the field while still encompassing breadth.
John Gaus was less troubled by this concern, arguing for a university-wide approach to planning as a form of public service (1943) . In a similar vein, an interdisciplinary committee managed the Chicago School (Perloff 1957) .
However, when we trace institutional concerns, expectations about autonomy emerge early in AIP's recognition documents (1950, 99) . In 1968, the recognition standards called for the chair or head of the planning school to report to a dean or equivalent, language that has persisted throughout all iterations of the accreditation criteria to date.
This focus on autonomy can be in tension with the multidisciplinary nature of planning. In the 1989 accreditation criteria, PAB called for programs to "take advantage of the opportunities available throughout its institution for enriching program quality and furthering its goals and objectives"
428 Dalton (1989, 12) . Furthermore, in 1995 PAB recognized that alternative organizational arrangements might benefit planning programs, especially when subject to scrutiny within their universities during times of budget limitations. Yet, PAB still required that "in administrative units with multiple degree programs, the planning program will normally operate as an independent entity" (1995, 16) . Furthermore, PAB added a criterion calling for the clear designation of the planning faculty associated with it. Thus, PAB accredits planning programs associated with other fields such as geography and landscape architecture but attempts to protect their identity.
Educators
As planning education made a transition from AIP recognition toward formal accreditation, one of the most controversial provisions was a requirement for a certain percentage of the faculty to be AIP (later AICP) members.
In moving from the apprenticeship model of the early part of the century toward acknowledging the role of academic study, AIP (and its successor, AICP) still emphasized the importance of practitioners in the classroom. Throughout the period of recognition, AIP specified the qualifications of faculty in terms of their professional standing, although equivocating on actual membership:
Institute membership per se . . . shall not be required of faculty members . . . . The Institute may require, however, that any school claiming any faculty member to be eligible for AIP membership shall submit sufficient evidence to enable the National Membership Committee to render an advisory opinion on such claimed eligibility. (Peterson 1960, 6) In 1977, the concept of "planning predominance" became part of the recognition standards. "This required that instructors with graduate education and professional planning experience (as defined for AIP membership purposes) should constitute a numerically larger group of the full-time faculty than any other professional disciplinary group within the planning faculty" (AICP 1982, 9) . In the 1989 revisions to the PAB Document of Accreditation, the "proportion of faculty members belonging to the APA, AICP, and other professional organizations related to planning education" appeared as one kind of evidence to be included in the program's self-study (PAB 1995, 28) .
During this same period, the educational expectations of faculty changed dramatically with the recognition of planning education itself as a vocation (Teitz 1988) : "In hiring new faculty, the program should seek individuals with terminal degrees in their fields and with demonstrated educational background or work experience in planning. Typically, the Ph.D. is the terminal degree in planning" (PAB 1989, 20) .
Thus, again with a time lag, we see the social science approach become embedded in official expectations about planning education through the increasing emphasis on academic preparation for planning educators.
Democratization
While enrollment in planning schools grew steadily throughout the 1960s and 1970s (Krueckeberg 1984 (Krueckeberg , 1985 , the 1973 AIP recognition standards were the first to set affirmative action expectations for students and faculty. Over several refinements of recognition and then accreditation criteria, expectations about diversity among students and faculty and within the curriculum became increasingly specific. Following recommendations of an ACSP committee, by 1992, PAB called for programs to demonstrate their aspirations to increase diversity in their goals and objectives, curriculum, student composition, and administrative practices (PAB 1992) .
Then, sensitive to some changes in the national political and legal climate, PAB recognized in 1999 that these expectations needed to be integrated more directly into statements about the purposes of planning and planning education. Thus, the present criteria have restated expectations with respect to diversity:
Central to the mission of academic planning programs is the preparation of students to understand and serve a diverse society. Because of this important role, planning programs must address the diverse needs and perspectives of people, including historically underrepresented groups, in educating their students to work in a multicultural society. (1999, 16) Concurrently with increasing the diversity of students and faculty, planning education became more sensitive to student involvement in educational policy making (Nutt and Susskind 1970) . The 1973 recognition standards called for "openness" in departmental deliberations (NEDC 1976, II-8) .
Under the first accreditation criteria, PAB asked for a description of the "processes by which the program's goals are formulated and revised" (1984, 29) and of the "structure and functions of the planning student organization" (1984, 34) . In 1989, planning student associations attained a formal role in the review of the program's self-study and in the accreditation site visit. In 1995 the student role was expanded, whereby PAB invited student organizations to submit any parallel analysis they thought relevant to the accreditation review. Further-
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more, one PAB member is designated to be someone recently graduated from an accredited program. Growth in the variety of academic institutions represents yet another dimension of the democratization of planning education. The number of programs grew rapidly during the 1960s and 1970s, then slowed during the 1980s and 1990s. 6 During this period, the leadership of ACSP expanded to include faculty from emerging schools (Kaufman 1993) . Public universities newly accredited during the past fifteen years were offered the professional planning degrees.
7 Often more regionally oriented than national research institutions, these state universities have focused more on local and regional students as their clientele. 8 To some extent, these state university-based programs also serve to prepare students for traditional land use planning roles. Thus, curiously, some of the democratizing processes have simultaneously helped to rationalize and stabilize planning and planning education.
Institutional Tensions
Each of the four institutional factors discussed-identity, autonomy, educators, and democratization-reflects important tensions within planning education. The AIP/AICP and PAB standards and criteria establish a minimum set of expectations about planning education that tend to be most helpful to newer and smaller programs-particularly those seeking some stability within their universities. At the same time, these standards may seem to create a homogeneous image of planning education. Yet the history of planning education, including recognition and accreditation, reflects a wide diversity of approaches. Thus, the fabric of planning education includes interdisciplinary programs and programs associated with public policy and the social sciences as well as programs associated with colleges of architecture and design. Similarly, some programs place a greater emphasis on physical planning practice while others emphasize economic development or international planning. PAB attempts to reconcile these tensions by asking programs to articulate their goals within the context of their institutional missions as well as professional planning practice.
᭤ Carrying Threads Forward-Implications and Directions for the Twenty-First Century
As the twenty-first century opens, we need to ask whether planning education has fulfilled Glazer's prophecy of facing "equally unsatisfactory alternatives." Are the two strands indeed (1) "simply to observe professional practice . . . to accept it and train students to the same" or (2) "swing to the alternative pole of trying to achieve the ideal . . . which is the good or best society. But . . . there are so many different and realistic ways of reaching the perfect society that conflict is unloosed" (1974, ).
Glazer's (1974) alternatives can be recast as three dilemmas that have emerged during twentieth-century planning education: stated as caricatures they are (1) practice without theory, (2) knowledge without relevance, and (3) criticism without engagement. If we trace each of the dominant strands of planning education and its characteristic pedagogy to the extreme, we reach one of these dilemmas. If we focus on "simply" observing practice, where is the consciousness of what planners can and should do? If we focus on knowledge building alone, we run the risk of overspecialization-knowing more and more about less and less. If theory is not grounded in practice, what becomes of the profession of planning as knowledge applied to action? If we focus on the flaws and failings of public programs without recognizing the dilemmas of daily practice, how can society benefit from our critique? I argue that the last quarter of the twentieth century offers several constructive and reinforcing options to carry forward into the twenty-first century: they follow from Glazer's choices and the dilemmas I have posed, but they weave a different pattern. To develop these options, planning education cannot depend upon serendipity but must develop institutional reinforcement. Thus, I translate the following themes into specific recommendations for ACSP in Figure 2 :
Practice Behavior Recent studies of planning go well beyond simply observing and accepting practice to develop real theories of effective professional behavior. These draw strongly from communicative action but also from social learning, pragmatism, and political skills (Schön 1983; Christensen 1993; Innes 1995 Innes , 1996 Innes , 1998 Innes and Booher 1999; Ozawa and Seltzer 1999) . I concur with Schön and Nutt (1974) that society is likely to continue to be turbulent, calling for effective practitioners to have a contingent set of skills to apply to emerging situations. Significantly, these are behavioral skills, working with communities with palpable differences in backgrounds and values. Thus, communication, mediation, facilitation, and negotiation will become increasingly central to planners.
Dalton
How can ACSP stimulate more attention to practice behavior? To date, ACSP has participated in a number of attempts to connect planning theory and practice, ranging from engagement in joint committees with APA and AICP to encouraging participation by practitioners in ACSP meetings. Nonetheless, tensions between academics and professionals continue. To some extent, this tension derives from Glazer's dilemma, but it can be cast in more positive terms as a healthy tension between realities and aspirations. Planning continues to need a better understanding of how it works. Students of planning practice, particularly those interested in communicative action, argue that we need to understand the organizational and political dynamics of planning to do so. ACSP already legitimizes the study of practice through inclusion of such research on conference panels and publication in the Journal of Planning Education and Research (JPER).
To go further, ACSP leadership needs to be vigilant in maintaining connections with planning practice institutionsthrough PAB and directly with APA and AICP, including the AICP exam-so that academics remain grounded, just as practitioners are encouraged toward higher levels of achievement.
Ethical Responsibility
One risk of facilitation is to accede to a "lowest common denominator" of consensus. To balance such tendencies, planning's utopian and social activism threads must be strengthened. Here is where the critical intellectual tradition offers constructive assistance. Standing back from the loom where necessary to see emerging patterns, these weavers can anticipate where planning practice may take the field, then encourage reflection and redirection (Niebanck 1988a) .
I see three kinds of difficult ethical issues facing planners as we enter the new century, none of which is new, but all of which are in need of renewed attention. One stems from the difficulty of maintaining professional values and ethics in practice-the kinds of issues practitioners face daily when they are challenged to use their personal and professional power to achieve greater social equity, environmental responsibility, and the like (Forester 1989) .
The second stems from the larger societal impact of planning whereby well-meaning public programs incur unintended, negative consequences. Previously criticized by neo-Marxists as tending to sustain the status quo, such programs are now being dubbed the "dark side" of planning (Throgmorton 1999) . To ensure that planning will help fulfill societal needs, Fainstein argues that planners should assume a new advocacy role favoring the "just city" (2000) . These critiques also reflect half of Glazer's (1974) educators to help students address these ethical challenges without becoming discouraged and cynical. Discussion of how practitioners address these ethical dilemmas might be a particularly rich opportunity for interaction between ACSP and APA/AICP.
The third ethical issue-institutional engagement in ethical action-perhaps poses the greatest challenge of the three. During the early 1990s, Kaufman saw a potential for ACSP "to speak out on issues of societal importance that transcend pedagogy" (1993, 166) . To be inclusionary, honor different perspectives, and facilitate dialogue, ACSP has avoided directly taking positions as an organization. Yet, it has not evaded controversy over societal issues, for example, with respect to involvement in conferences in countries with practices that violate human rights. ACSP faces a dilemma, as an institutional position might be construed as a new orthodoxy, an imposition of the values of a socially liberal majority.
Effective Intervention
While social science research applies to studies of professional planning behavior, it also continues to hold promise in the more traditional sense of understanding community problems. In his response to ACSP's anchor points, Seymour Mandelbaum speculated that provosts might ask about the impact of planning and planning education (1997). Thus, planning requires another form of reflection that can draw on traditional methods of proof for support. Not only must we be able to tell the provost (as educators) and the public (as planners) what we do that may be different from other fields, we must also be able to tell them what we do well-how and why we make a difference. Otherwise, why, indeed, should institutions of higher education continue to invest in small, expensive graduate programs (Birch 1996) ?
My experience in higher education administration is that university governing boards and public oversight bodies look first at measures of performance related to enrollments, resources, faculty quality, and university status (although the emphasis depends on the university mission). Measurement of student learning remains elusive in most institutions. In a thorough program review (often in the context of accreditation or budget pressures), the university may also examine the relationship between the program's focus and the societal mission of the university. In this latter context, planning programs should be prepared to document what difference planning makes in society-and the leadership role their faculty and graduates play.
I think the important thread to carry forward in this regard is applied research regarding how policy interventions work (see, e.g., Burby et al. 1999) . ACSP can contribute perhaps most effectively through encouraging summative research that traces the consequences of planning through time. Symposium publications in JPER and in the Journal of the American Planning Association (JAPA) could draw attention to studies of the effectiveness of planning. Furthermore, such studies lend themselves to collaboration with APA and AICP and presentation to practitioner audiences.
Change and Future Thinking
For a field that defines itself as being oriented toward the future, planning and planning education have been sadly negligent in future studies (Niebanck 1988b) . If society is likely to continue to be unstable, and to the extent that technological change is likely to continue to accelerate and affect life profoundly, planning education must engage. It is insufficient to innovate technically, as with GIS, but we must also find ways to anticipate larger social and institutional forces of change through planning and decision support systems (Klosterman 1997) . Such factors include widely recognized trends such as information-age communications, globalization of the economy and culture, demographic change, environmental degradation, and political reorganization of the world. Planning educators need to recognize how such forces affect higher education as well as human settlements. Then, true to its claimed identity, planning education must be more engaged in creating alternative futures.
It is difficult to track the extent to which planning programs address future studies explicitly. Klosterman (1981 Klosterman ( , 1992 and Bolan (1981) found little evidence of coverage in planning theory courses. Methods and studio courses cover techniques for projecting trends and devising plans, and strategic planning considers the external environment, but this topic focuses more on larger forces that are changing society and how people and institutions adjust. Planning education in the twenty-first century needs to build on the seminal work of Isserman (1984 Isserman ( , 1985 and the analysis presented by Myers and Kitsuse (2000) , who review both quantitative and holistic approaches to both envisioning and planning for the future.
ACSP could encourage more attention through a keynote speech at a national meeting, publications in JPER, and consideration of explicit inclusion in PAB curriculum criteria. students and between faculty and students. PAB acknowledges the challenge planning education faces with new approaches to learning:
A program, whether undergraduate or graduate, shall require students' presence at the accredited program institution for a minimum of two academic years, or its equivalent. The intentions of this guideline are to ensure significant interaction with other students and with faculty, hands-on collaborative work, socialization into the norms and aspirations of the profession, and observations by faculty of students' interpersonal and communication skills. Programs departing from campus-centered education by offering distance learning, international exchanges, or innovative delivery systems must demonstrate that the intentions of this guideline are being achieved. (PAB 1999, 14-15, emphasis added) Planning education might find partnership with other professional education programs in sorting out the extent to which formal learning can take through new, technologymediated forms. As communities conduct their own planning exercises using the Internet and other media, planning educators need to be ahead rather than behind in understanding the social implications as well as the technique of these approaches. Perhaps ACSP should sponsor an experiment or pilot project to explore the potential of technology-mediated learning, especially involving distance forms with other professional programs. Universities that already serve dispersed populations may be particularly well positioned to participate in such an initiative.
In addition, ACSP should continue to foster innovative approaches to teaching and learning through conference sessions and publications in JPER. Professional education at the graduate level has dominated planning education throughout the twentieth century. Important initiatives with respect to doctoral and undergraduate education require further exploration to fulfill planning's societal promise. Thus, along with the continuing spread of planning education to multiple higher education institutions, I see expansion at all levels in the twenty-first century, including professional doctorates as well as Ph.D.'s.
Weavers
At the end of his term as ACSP president, Sawicki raised some serious concerns about the relationship between the professoriate and the profession. He argued that the social science tradition has resulted in producing scholars "who offer our students very little in terms of how to pragmatically address pressing planning problems" (1988, 117) . A major change in the field of planning education will occur with the retirement of faculty with practice backgrounds that predate the social research approach. Thus, an important question before planning educators is how to pursue the agenda discussed above with the present approach to preparing future faculty. This realization underscores the need for institutional interest in doctoral as well as professional education (Kaufman 1988) . Preparation of the next generation of planning educators urgently requires reconciling the social science and activist traditions, research and applied scholarship, and pedagogy.
With more than two-thirds of planning programs taught in research universities, it is no wonder that the social science research model dominates the incentive and reward structure to which educators respond. Nevertheless, higher education leadership is challenging the hierarchical nature of the Carnegie classification system. Boyer (1990) and Glassick, Huber, and Maeroff (1997) have been persuasive in arguing for a broader notion of scholarship than that connoted by "basic research." Furthermore, ACSP has deliberated about the relevance of reflective service to planning education (Checkoway 1998) . However, these notions are only beginning to be accepted in the academic community. Younger scholars in smaller programs and/or in aspiring research universities may be particularly vulnerable to scrutiny when under review for promotion and tenure. Thus, ACSP should encourage faculty and administrators in established programs to model more varied approaches to rigorous professional development and scholarship, as the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign has done by awarding tenure to Ken Reardon based in part on his effectiveness in community work.
᭤ Conclusion-The Emerging Institutional Role
Perhaps it is the nature of institutions as well as the influence of long careers of leaders, but the institutional history of planning education in the twentieth century seems to have been characterized more by catching up than by anticipation and leadership-some of the very attributes planners claim to value. Perhaps it is also appropriate that accreditation act to stabilize expectations about the character and quality of planning education. But if the minimum becomes the maximum, or the mode becomes the norm, planning education must look elsewhere for innovation.
A long-standing argument for interdisciplinary studies has been that new ideas emerge at the interstices between traditional fields. By that reasoning, planning should always be at the forefront. Certainly individual leaders have, but planning education institutions have not always heard them. Such leaders will continue to emerge, at unexpected times and in
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unanticipated places, at times of opportunity as well as times of crisis. Our institutions must find ways to celebrate their contributions when they appear. However, true to planning's style of, well, planning, I challenge our institutions to find ways to foster innovation as well as stabilization. Thus, the final strand I identify for strengthening in the twenty-first century is the role of organizations like ACSP.
My suggestions so far build on very traditional institutional practices: commissioning conference speakers and panels; encouraging research and publication; requiring curriculum components; maintaining organizational liaisons; charging committees and task forces; engaging in pilot, experimental, or model programs; and recognizing contributions through awards and honors. But I encourage ACSP to go further and reenvision itself as an institution. During the 1980s, ACSP moved beyond its initial configuration as a consortium of schools to recognize distinct faculty interest groups (Dalton and Wilder 1991) . Nevertheless, ACSP has retained its structure as an association of schools rather than individual faculty. This arrangement has served the community of planning education well because ACSP can both foster intellectual discourse among faculty through conferences and publications and support initiatives that further planning and planning education. We have seen ACSP's institutional success in sponsoring accreditation and assisting planning programs when their continuation has been threatened.
I believe that the institutional structure of ACSP also constitutes a source of strength for further innovation and leadership. ACSP must be an organization that models civil discourse, but it can do more. Let us build on the committee work of the 1990s that resulted in reports on diversity, undergraduate, doctoral, and international education to engage the other threads noted above-effective practice, ethical action, intervention, future change, and emerging forms of learning. In these areas, institutional initiatives can offer more resources and more visibility than the work of individuals or small groups of faculty. ACSP can (and should, in my opinion) do more than facilitate dialogue; rather, it should engage even the most troubling issues.
Author's Note: I would like to acknowledge the probing and helpful suggestions on earlier drafts of this article by Robert Beauregard, Philip Clay, Raúl García, Paul Niebanck, Bruce Stiftel, and Michael Teitz. ᭤ Notes 1. The research questions identified in the text touch on the relationships between planning education, practice, and theory.
Nevertheless, this article focuses analytically on education for community planning in the United States.
2. I am particularly indebted to two unpublished sources of information that complement numerous published articles and books: Raúl García's dissertation and the archives of the Planning Accreditation Board.
3. See, for example, Gaus (1943), Adams (1954) , Perloff (1956 Perloff ( , 1957 , Perloff and Klett (1974) , Krueckeberg (1984 Krueckeberg ( , 1985 , Alonso (1986) , García (1993), and Feldman (1994) 4. For those less familiar with the metaphor, sizing refers to a process of stiffening a fabric with a glaze or filler-just as institutionalization tends to formalize a discipline.
5. See, also, Birch (1980) , Krueckeberg (1980) , and Scott (1969) for additional information regarding the history of planning organizations.
6. Counting programs is challenging due to changes in institutions and organizations. The number of recognized or accredited programs seems a more stable number than Association of Collegiate Schools of Planning (ACSP) membership or other listings. Excluding doctoral programs, the American Institute of Planners (AIP) recognized fifteen programs in thirteen U.S. universities in 1960. The number grew to fifty-eight professional programs in forty-nine universities by 1975. Despite Krueckeberg's analysis (1984 Krueckeberg's analysis ( , 1985 that enrollment peaked in 1975, the number of recognized programs continued to grow-to seventy-three programs in sixty-three universities during the last year of the American Institute of Certified Planners (AICP) recognition. With the adoption of formal accreditation, the number dropped because several universities were unable to meet the new criteria; then growth resumed as some of these institutions became eligible and new programs were accredited. Since the Planning Accreditation Board (PAB) began, the number of accredited programs rose from sixty-eight (in fifty-eight different universities) to seventy-six (in sixty-five different universities) in the United States in 1999.
7. The only exception is Harvard University, which was recognized by AIP/AICP but not accredited when the program moved to the Kennedy School. Upon its return to the Graduate School of Design, the Harvard program sought accreditation, which it attained in 1997.
8. Universities classified as Research I or II by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching have dominated planning education historically; however, the proportions are shifting. In 1960, nearly all recognized planning programs in the United States were in such universities. In 1975, 82 percent of the recognized master's degree programs were in Research I and II universities. In 1999, this had dropped to 72 percent of the accredited master's degree programs in the United States. For this shift to occur, not only have doctoral and comprehensive universities started new programs, but research universities have terminated a few planning programs.
